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a call to resist illegitimate authority
ABORTION AND
STERILIZATION:
THE NEW PACKAGE
Carole Lopate
Last June, the Supreme Court upheld the Hyde
Amendment, which denies public funds for abortions.
The amendment effectively makes legal abortions inaccessible to women unable to pay the $150 or so for a
clinic fee. After five years of safe abortions for women
of all classes, thousands of women are once again being
returned to their own resources. Who these women are
can be seen by the statistics that over the last years
nearly 400/o of all black women were getting their
abortions through Medicaid assistance, while only 70'/o
of all white women were receiving abortions with the
assistance of public funds.
But the end to safe abortions for poor, minority
women is only one side of the story. For several years
now there has been a more insidious attack on the right
of all women to safe medical care and reproductive
freedom. Female sterilization, a practically irreversible
form of contraception, increased nearly three-fold
between 1970 and 1975. According to some figures, it
now rivals the pill as the major form of contraception.
Ironically, while there has been a good deal of concern
(continued on page 2)
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Now is the time to renew your subscription to the Resist
Newsletter. The subscription price, still just $5, only
covers our costs. So better yet, why not become a pledge
and receive the newsletter as well. Just fill out the form
on the back page. Many thanks.

THE PANAMA CANAL
TREATY AND THE
U.S. LEFT
Boston Committee for Panamanian
Sovereignty
This past fall the negotiations on the new Panama
Canal Treaty were completed and the new treaty signed.
Since then the Panamanian people, in popular referendum, have endorsed it by nearly two-thirds majority.
The treaty now rests with the U.S. Senate to ratify or
not. As the time for the Senate vote draws nearer, the
attitude of the U.S. voting public on this issue becomes
more decisive.
Both proponents and opponents of the treaty contend
for public approval. The supporters of the treaty at
present are led by representatives of big banks and
corporations doing business in Latin America, with the
Carter Administration and the Pentagon in the forefront. The opposition to the treaty comes from two
sources: the ultra-right, led by Ronald Reagan, who
oppose the treaty because it represents an important, if
partial, break with the status quo; and some to the left
of center (like the Nation of October 22, 1977) who
oppose the treaty because of the imperial features that
remain embedded in its provisions. Both these disparate
tendencies, in effect, unite to reject the alleviation of the
long-standing U.S.-Panamanian relationship of domination-subjection that is possible at the moment. The
one does so because the treaty goes too far in this direction; the other, because it does not go far enough. The
one does so in the name of the past, the OtQer, in the
name of the future.
An alternative attitude, however, suggests itself as
more reasonable for those to the left of center to take.
That would be an attitude that could generate support
both for the present possibilities of change and for the
earlier satisfaction of those needs that are left to the
future. Neither outright support nor outright rejection,
it would be a third position-one of critical support,
and it will be outlined here.
THE IMPERIAL LEGACY IN PANAMA
To begin to do so it is necessary to recall the imperial
legacy of the U.S. sponsored coup d'etat of 1903 in
Panama. This legacy has four distinct features:
1.) It established the United States as the owner and
controlling operator of the Panama Canal.
(continued on page 6)

''One of the great threats that looms be/ore us is that poor women will get a
Abortion and Sterilization
1. that the pattern of employment in Puerto Rico ~as
favored women as long as they opt out of pregnancies
and child-bearing;
2. that sterilization for many years was almost the
only form of contraception available to women on the
island; and
3. that the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare subsidizes 900Jo of the cost of sterilization
procedures.
Problems of sterilization abuse among poor and
Third World women have come increasingly to light
over the past several years. The case of Norma Jean
Serena a Native America woman, will be the first to
raise st~rilization-abuse as a civil rights issue. According
to Norma Jean Serena, health and welfare officials in
Armstrong County, Pennsylvania, conspired to violate
her civil rights in 1970 by having her sterilized without
her· knowledge at the time of delivery of her youngest
child, and by removing her children to foster homes.
After three years of litigation, Norma Jean Serena
regained her children. But she cannot regain her fertility.
Norma Jean Serena is only one of many within the
Native American community. According to the U.S.
Indian Health Service's own statistics, from 1973 to
1976 it sterilized over 3,400 American Indian women in
the Aberdeen, Albuquerque, Oklahoma City and
Phoenix areas between the ages of 15 and 44 without
obtaining proper consent from many of them. Although
HEW had placed a moratorium on the sterilization of
women under 21 in April of 1974, the Indian Health
Service discovered 13 violations between that time and
March of 1976.
The case of the Relf sisters, two black girls from

over the dangerous side-effects of the pill, one hears
almost nothing about the fact that sterilization, even by
tubal ligation or laproscopy, is more dangerous than the
pill, and by hysterectomy the incidence of mortality is
like that of a major surgery.
Perhaps a reason why there has been so little information on the dangers of sterilization has been that,
until very recently, middle-class women have not been
its predominant users. Nearly twice as many Puerto
Rican as black women have been sterilized, and more
than twice as many black as white women. In other
words, sterilization, the form of contraception which
ends a woman's capacity for childbearing, endangering
her health and life in the process, has become prevalent
among exactly those groups of women who are now
being denied public assistance for abortions.
THIRD WORLD WOMEN

As a prime example, no less than a third of all Puerto
Rican women of child-bearing age have been sterilized.
This seems less a matter of culturally determined preferences when one understands:

Alabama, occurred three years after Norma Jean
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Serena's and prompted the development of guidelines
by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
The Relf sisters were 12 and 14 years old. In 1973, they
were taken by the Social Service and sterilized. Their
mother, who couldn't read or write, had put an "X" on
a consent form in fear of losing welfare benefits. After
the fact, she understood what had happened, and the
family sued the government. The Federal judge's ruling
maintained that forced sterilization of people on welfare
is rampant throughout the country, and that, therefore,
HEW had to develop certain guidelines to avoid abuse.
The guidelines were developed. They put a moratorium on the sterilization of anyone unable to give
competent consent, as well as anyone under 21 years
old. They said there had to be an informed consent procedure, which included a fair explanation of the procedure, an explanation of alternatives and of the risks.
They said that people had to be told that they had a
right to refuse without jeopardizing their welfare benefits. And they said there had to be a 72 hour waiting
period between the time of consent and the procedure.
This last was to protect women from the ''package
deal" of getting their tubes tied with a delivery or an
abortion.
And yet, as the Indian Health Service figures show,

new kind of package deal: a subsidized abortion if they agree to sterilization.''
abuse continued. We have a case under litigation right
here in New York. A woman prisoner who was pregnant
was sterilized after being told that when she was freed
she could have her tubes "untied." One also hears
stories, informally, of women being threatened with
welfare cuts if they refuse sterilization. Sterilizations in
the New York City hospitals tripled between 1973 and
1975. More relevant, 80% of the sterilizations performed in the New York City municipal hospitals are on
Medicaid women.
THINGS TO COME
The Carter Burden Bill, Intro 1lOE, which passed the
City Council in April of this year, puts new limits on
sterilization abuse in New York City. It covers women
and men in all kinds of medical facilities. Its main
improvements over the HEW guidelines include a
30-day waiting period between signing the consent form
and having the surgery; counseling by a patient
advocate in the patient's preferred language; and a
prohibition on soliciting consent from a woman
hospitalized for child-birth or abortion. These
improvements were won only after a hard struggle to
change the thinking of hospital professionals, politicians, and feminists alike.

I

Sterilization has become prevalent among
exactly those groups of women who are
now being denied public assistance for
abortions.

and worked on. It will be contested, as the New York
City bill was, because there are still vast numbers of
people in prominent positions who believe that women,
and particularly poor women, don't have a right to
control their reproductive lives ..
But the struggle to prevent sterilization abuse cannot
be thought of as separate from the curtailment of public
funds for abortion. One of the greatest threats that
looms before us even with sterilization guidelines is that
poor women will get a new kind of package deal: a subsidized abortion if they agree to sterilization. The added
guidelines notwithstanding, the Hyde Amendment
leaves us with a crude two-class system of reproductive
care.
Women with money have a right to survive the failures of contraceptive technology. Women without their
own money to spend must either give birth to unwanted
children or end their fertility altogether.

The 30-day waiting period caused trouble with obstetricians and feminists alike-until there had been a lot
of dispute and rethinking. Obstetricians complained
that, if they did not perform the sterilization procedure
while women were in the hospital for an abortion or
delivery, they would simply not get these women for the
operation. (It was for this same reason that the hospital
professionals didn't like the prohibition on getting
consent at the time of delivery or abortion, although
everyone knew that women had been signing consent
forms while going under anesthesia or in labor!) ·
The interesting thing is that the 30-day waiting period
initially also bothered feminists, who had worked so
hard for "abortion on demand" and didn't want the
state interfering in women's control over their own
bodies. These were largely middle-class women, for
whom sterilization was more real initially as a freedom
than as a possible abuse. These women-and I count
myself among them-had to be educated to see how
prevalent that abuse was; we had to learn that what
might be a new source of freedom among one class of
women was pretty close to coercion among another.
There is now a bill pending in the New York State
Senate. Proposed by Senator Karen Burstein, it has
similar provisions to the Carter Burden Bill, but does
not cover clinics, doctor's offices- or men-which it
should be amended to do. Still it should be supported,

For action and more information, get in touch with (1)
CARASA (Coalition for Abortion Rights and Against
Sterilization Abuse), P.O. Box 4103, Grand Central
Station, New York, N. Y. 10017, tel. : 925-1630; (2)
CESA (Committee to End Sterilization Abuse), c/o
Free Association, 5 West 20th Street, New York, N. Y.
10011, tel.: 924-1593.
This article is reprinted from Against the Grain, an
excellent libertarian socialist paper available from: PO
Box 692, Old Chelsea Station, New York, NY 10011.
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Racism, not affirmative action,

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
AND THIRD WORLD
WORKERS

including professional and technical workers,
managers, clerical and sales workers. The rate of occupational change was the greatest between 1965 and
1970, which coincides with the initial enactment of antidiscrimination legislation and the adoption of
affirmative action guidelines. This period also coincided
with a peak in the mass struggles against racism in education, employment and housing.

Robert Allen
In the early 1960s, civil rights leaders such as Martin
Luther King and Whitney Young pointed out that
breaking down the legal barriers to racial equality was
not enough in itself to assure that equality would actually be achieved. They argued that special efforts would
have to'be made to overcome the effects of generations
of discrimination. With the urban rebellions of the late
1960s and the growth of a militant Third World student
movement, new impetus was given to the need for
affirmative action. A key demand of student and community groups at that time was special admissions
programs to increase Third World enrollment in higher
education and special training and hiring programs to
open jobs for Third World workers.
The legal basis for affirmative action was provided by
Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Acts (updated by the
1972 Equal Employment Opportunity Act), prohibiting
employment discrimination on the basis of race, color,
religion, sex or national origin.
A second legal basis was provided by Executive Order
11246 issued in 1965, which prohibits racial discrimination by all employers who have contracts with the
federal government. The scope of this order is illustrated by the employment of 20 million workers, or about
one-fourth of the national workforce by federal
contractors.

DECLINE IN 1970s
Between 1970-1974 the rate of occupational gains
declined considerably (except in the professional
category), and the most recent figures (February 1977)
suggest that the rate continued to decline between 1974
and 1977.
Why this decline? The 1970s have been a period of
relative quiescence for mass movements against racial
discrimination, which means there has been less pressure on employers to hire and upgrade Third World
workers and less pressure on the government to enforce
affirmative action guidelines.

The greatest employment gains were made
during periods when mass movements

against racism were strongest and most
militant.
The 1970s have also been a period of economic stagnation and recession. Unemployment has risen for all
categories of workers, and gains that were made in the
late 1960s are being undermined in the 1970s.
Thus affirmative action was at best a holding action
in the 1970s. Third World workers might have suffered
an even greater decline in occupational gains had there
been no affirmative action programs.
A shift in the racial composition of certain occupations may be the employer's way of holding down
wages. For example, in the textile industry there has
been a four-fold increase in the number of black
workers between 1960 and 1970, but wages for black
textile workers are about one-fifth lower than wages for
white textile workers.
An occupational shift means a relative gain; but so
long as there is a wage differential between black and
white workers in the occupation, the employer can use
this to keep his overall labor costs down and therefore
limit the potential income gains to be made when Third
World workers shift to new occupations.

HIRING GUIDELINES
Significantly, it was not until 1968, when the protest
against racism was at its peak, that guidelines for implementing affirmative action were drawn up. Employers
were required to assure equal opportunity not only in
hiring but in upgrading as well. In 1971, employers were
required to explain situations where minorities or
women were being under-utilized in any job classification. In effect, affirmative action came to mean that
employers were to develop programs for achieving
proportional representation of minorities and women in
their workforces, calculated on the basis of census
figures.
Has affirmative action ,been effective? Has it had any
impact on the structure of racial inequality? Let us look
at three mechanisms of inequality in employment:
differentials in occupation, wages and unemployment.
Has there been any shift of Third World workers into
the "better" occupations from which they have historically been excluded?
Based on our study of statistics, there has been a definite improvement since 1960 in the share of better jobs
held by Third World workers, although still far from a
proportional share, in white collar job categories

WAGE DIFFERENTIAL
According to a recent Equal Economic Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) report, the median weekly
earnings wage differential between full-time black and
white workers decreased steadily between 1967 and
1974, suggesting that anti-discrimination measures were
having some effect in closing the wage gap. Black
workers with a college education who are in profes4

divides the American working class.
sional and technical occupations are better off, earning
about 950/o of what whites in the same occupation earn,
but in the lowest categories, black workers earn about
70.50/o of white workers' wages.
However, if we look at family income as opposed to
individual wages, the situation is altogether different. In
1965 the black family annual income was about 540'/o of
white family income. By 1969 this ratio had increased to
610/o, but between 1970 and 1973 the trend reversed.
Between 1974 and 1976 the trend reversed again and the
black family's average incomes climbed to 620'/o of white
family incomes in 1976.
These fluctuations are related to the third differential,
unemployment.
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UNEMPLOYMENT DIFFERENTIAL
For the past several decades, the official black unemployment rate has averaged between one and a half to
two times as large as that of whites. The ratio of black
to white unemployment fluctuates from year to year and
can affect the average family income; in years when

~
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gains were made during periods when mass movements
against racism were strongest and most militant, compelling employers to provide jobs and the government to
enforce anti-discrimination measures.

Some say that the struggle for affirmative
action divides the working class, but history
shows that it is racism that divides the
American working class.

REBUILDING THE MASS MOVEMENT
Affirmative action is not enough. We need to rebuild
the mass struggle against racism. The Bakke case and
affirmative action are national issues which potentially
affect all Third World people of all social and economic
classes as well as women of every race. The potential for
mobilizing a wide spectrum of people on a national
basis is great.
A national campaign could draw support from black
and Third World student groups, professional groups,
labor union caucuses, community groups, political
groups, civil rights and women's organizations and progressive white groups.
Some say that the struggle for affirmative action
divides the working class, but history shows that it is
racism that divides the American working class. So long
as racial inequality exists, white workers think it is in
their interests to maintain the racial differential rather
than to unite with Third World people to struggle
against an oppressive capitalist social order that exploits
all.
I firmly believe that the struggle against racism is the
key to the struggle for a new social order in America.
Now, more than ever, it is especially urgent to reenergize the struggle against racism, and to place that
struggle in the context of building a new social order in
which labor is not a commodity to be exploited, but is
the essence of human growth and creativity.

black unemployment is increasing relative to white
unemployment, the average income of black families
declines relative to white families simply because relatively more workers are unemployed in the black community. (These are relative unemployment figures, since
the absolute unemployment rate for both whites and
blacks increased greatly since 1969.) Affirmative action
has had no appreciable impact on unemployment rates.
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION NOT ENOUGH

These changes tell us that anti-discrimination and
affirmative action programs have had some progressive
impact on the structure of racial inequality as far as
occupational and wage differentials are concerned,' but
no positive impact on the unemployment differential
because affirmative action does not increase the total
number of jobs available; nor does affirmative action
change seniority systems that help maintain the unemployment differential.
Desegregating the available jobs is not enough.
Another crucial issue must be expansion of educational
and employment opportunities. Expansion of jobs,
especially, is the only way to deal with increasing unemployment and declining family incomes. Programs such
as Public Service Employment and CET A must be
greatly expanded and, at the same time, coupled with
training programs and changes in the seniority system so
that new workers are not locked into deadend jobs from
which they will be the first fired if layoffs come.
It is clear from the data that the greatest employment

Robert Allen is the editor of The Black Scholar (PO
Box 908, Sausalito, CA 94965). This article is
reprinted from Union W.A .G.E. (PO Box 462,
Berkeley, CA 94701). A longer version of this article
appeared in The Black Scholar in September, /977.
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The Canal Treaty (continued from page I)

cates the need for an attitude of critical support. That is,
support which calls for the Senate to pass the treaty, and
at the same time to amend it in three ways: to write in
the immediate withdrawal of all U.S. military bases
from Panama, the express renunciation of any presumptive right to U.S. military intervention in Panama
under any heading whatsoever, and the renunciation of
any special U.S. privileges in transit.
If such qualified support is contrasted with outright
rejection, the other stance advocated for the U.S. left,
arguments for the preference of the first position over
the second are quickly evident. The fact is, for example,
that by the treaty passage Panama will go considerable
distance towards achieving one of its lasting aspirations
-the control of all its territory. Opposition to the treaty
would tend to deny the Panamanian people even this
limited gain; and it would throw progressives on the side
of Reagan and Thurmond, whose influence on U.S.
political life is most baneful. On the other hand a
position of critical support would tend to align U.S.
progressives with the majority of Panamanians who
have spoken out for the treaty, while at the same time it

2.) It established a ten-mile strip of territory surrounding the canal and running down the middle of the
Panamanian nation; this territory was governed by the
U.S. as a veritable colonial enclave, complete with U.S.
police force, judiciary, fire department, schools, post
office, etc.
3.) It established a system of U.S. military bases in the
Canal Zone, i.e., on Panamanian soil.
4.) It established the presumptive right of the U.S. to
military intervention in Panama under the rationale of
defense of the canal, an intervention exercised more
than once between 1903 and the present.
For many years the Panamanian people have struggled against these four imperial affronts to their
nation's sovereignty. The new treaty marks the fact that
their struggle has finally been crowned with an initial, if
limited, success.
To understand this let us see how the new treaty
relates to the four-fold imperial legacy:
1.) It sets the year 2000 for the transfer of the
ownership and operation of the Panama Canal from the
United States to Panama, with Panamanians to be
brought into every-increasing administrative control in
the intervening period.
2.) It calls for a two and one-half year transition
period after which the government of Panama will take
over from the United States the functions of government in what is now the Canal Zone.
3.) The treaty allows for the maintenance of U.S.
military bases in Panama until the year 2000.
4.) It gives the United States by-implication, since
spelled out in a joint statement by Carter and Torrijos,
the right to military intervention under the heading of
the defense of the Canal and its neutrality. In addition
the treaty expressly gives certain privileges in transit of
the Canal to the U.S. Navy.
The first two aspects of the treaty noted here represent, therefore, the treaty's most positive features. They
are concessions wrung from the U.S. rulers by the
people of Panama, who have struggled for these gains
for many years, and by the Torrijos government, which
has won international support for these demands.
The last two aspects of the treaty represent gains won
by pressure from the right-wing and the Pentagon in the
course of the negotiations, and explain the Pentagon's
present support for the treaty. Here is the point of resistance by rulers of the United States to concessions
around the Canal issue. The reasons for this resistance
are many. Not the least is the inadequacy of the efforts
of the anti-imperialists in the U.S. to build pressure
upon their government for full Panamanian sovereignty. (In this light it seems particularly unbecoming
for some in the U.S. left to blame the Torrijos
government for failing to overcome the resistance of the
U.S. government in these particulars.)

The struggle for the treaty should be seen
only as the first phase of a prolonged
effort to win the support of the U.S.
people for Panama's full and complete
sovereignty.
would elevate and give prominence in U.S. discussion to
the criticisms of those large numbers of Panamanians
who oppose the treaty especially because of the clauses
about U.S. bases and military intervention.

Some might object that this position still leads principled democrats and friends of peace to strange bedfellows, particularly the Pentagon and the transnational
corporations and banks. Such is certainly the case.
However this may appear less anomalous if it is remembered that the granting of even the degree of Panamanian sovereignty in question is a concession that has
been forced upon the U.S. ruling establishment by the
militant struggles of the Panamanian people and the
international support they have won. That's the reason
the dominant U.S. financial and corporate interests

CRITICAL SUPPORT FOR THE TREATY
It is the contradictory nature of the treaty that indi-

Coutt•Y ot Dia1010 soclal, Mucn 1974
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with an aggressive and chauvinist foreign policy, and
with benighted attitudes on domestic questions. The
results of such a victory could be unfortunate and widespread.
Finally, a defeat of the treaty would set back the
movement that has begun to alter the rigid Cold War
positions of U.S. foreign policy in many areas. Seeing it
from another angle, if the Carter Administration is
rebuffed by the ultra-right in making this adjustment to
international pressures for peace and imperial curtailment, other adjustments will become more difficult. As
TRB wrote in the New Republic of September 3, 1977:
If the Thurmonds and Helmses can beat Carter on
Panama-even when it could drag the United States
into a new guerrilla war-Carter almost certainly will
fail to get two-thirds support in the Senate for a strategic arms treaty. A defeat on Panama would encourage
other lobbies-Rhodesian, Taiwanese, Korean or
Middle Eastern-to chop at Carter's designs on them.
There may be disinterested supporters of the treaty
who will say: why bother to raise objections to the
clauses allowing U.S. bases and military intervention;
the treaty is going to have a hard enough time getting by
as it is. But this suggestion implies a policy of blindly
following after the more flexible faction of the ruling
elite. (Just as the rejection of the treaty, even if from a
left viewpoint, implies a policy of becoming the tail to
the kite of a more die-hard faction.) Better that the left
have an active, independent position so as to expose the
blatant colonialism of the ultra-right, the more subtle
neo-colonialism of the dominant imperial group, and
the inevitable links between the two. We must win widespread support for the treaty, call for its amendment,
and defeat the offensive that reactionary politicians
have opened up against it.

have come to the conclusion that they must grant this
historic concession to the Panamanian people if they are
best to preserve their investments and influence in Latin
America. In this circumstance the wisest course for
those to the left of center in the U.S. is to say to these
big bankers and corporations executives: we support
this concession that has been forced upon you, and
declare our intention to work further to reduce your
economic, political and military influence over Latin
America, and in the first instance to remove U.S. bases
and the threat of U.S. intervention from Panama. In
short, one group supports the treaty to strengthen U.S.
imperial dominion to the South; the other, to weaken it.

For many years the Panamanian people
have struggled against these imperial
affronts. The new treaty marks the fact
that their struggle has finally been crowned
with an initial success.
The question may be asked: is it realistic to expect the
treaty to be amended as suggested? Of course the
answer is that this is unlikely in the present context of
political relationships. Logically the next question is:
should the passage of the treaty be supported even without the amendments? The priorities of the moment
demand an affirmative answer, with the following
qualification. The struggle for the passage of the treaty
should be seen only as the first phase of a prolonged
effort to win the support of the U.S. people for
Panama's full and complete sovereignty. If this efort is
really made by progressives in the United States, in
cooperation of course with Panamanian anti-imperialists, and if the position of the U.S. imperial system
continues to erode internationally, there is no reason
why these demands can not be won before too many
years go by.
On the other hand it must not be forgotten that a
defeat of the treaty in the Senate would give a decisive
political victory to tendencies in the U.S. life identified

The Boston Committee for Panamanian Sovereignty
will provide speakers, a slide show, and materials. They
can also provide the names of similar organizations in
other parts of the country. Write to them at:
The Boston Committee for Panamanian Sovereignty
c/o Barbara Machtinger
172 Putnam St., no. 3
Cambridge, MA 02139
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For further reading: Panama: Sovereignty for a Land
Divided, available from Epica Task Force, 1500
Farragut St., NW, Washington, D.C. 20011, $3.

-RESISTWHAT IS RESIST?
ReJist is a socialist fund-raising organization that
funnels money to organizing projects. Groups from all
over the country apply to us for money, and we distribute
the funds that we raise in small grants of $ 100 to $500
each. So far we have funded over 1000 projects, and we
want to do more.
Founded in 1967 to oppose the Indochina war and the
draft, Resist focused on issues of imperialism abroad and
repre~sion at home. You may remember that the first Call
to Refist Illegitimate Authority, signed by thousands, was
an important piece of evidence in the conspiracy trial of
the Boston Five. Over the years, Resist's political views
have evolved, now calling for a movement to build socialism. Resist also funds groups which concentrate on antiracist, feminist and pro-working class organizing.
Although the board of Resist includes people from many
strains of the Left, we are independent and non-sectarian.

FUNDING TO BUILD SOCIALISM
The core of Resist's fund-raising is our pledge
system, in which people pledge to give Resist a fixed
amount of money each month. In addition, we also get
one-shot donations, and are sometimes fortunate enough
to be given a large donation. The money that we raise goes
for grants, and to pay our office expenses and the salary of
our staff person. We also publish a monthly eight-page
newsletter, which contains articles by organizations which
have received grants, along with articles on general issues
of concern to the Left in developing our strategy and
program.

WHY SHOULD YOU GIVE YOUR
MONEY TO RESIST!
You probably receive fund-raising appeals from many
Left-wing projects and organizations. We believe that it is
important to support many of these projects. But perhaps
you are not aware of the enormous effort and resources it
takes to mount these fund-raising appeals. And in fact,
most organizing projects do not have these resources.
Mol.lllting a campaign to raise money would keep them
from doing their organizing. This is where Resist comes in.
An organization of substitute teachers in Chicago, or a
GI project in San Diego, or a women's health center in
Cambridge can apply to Resist for money, instead of
trying to mount a fund-raising campaign of their own.
And, provided that Resist has money, the organizing
project is likely to get some of it. But Resist has to raise
money to give money. And this is where you come in.

a call to resist illegitimate authority
WHAT CAN YOU DO?
Best of all, become a Resist pledge. In doing so, you will
automatically receive our monthly newsletter.

Yes, I would like to be a Resist pledge for

•
•
•
•
•
•

$5/month
$10/month

• $SO/month
• ___ (other)

$25/month

I would like to contribute$___ to Resist.
Please send me the Resist newsletter.
I enclose my check for $ _ .

Name
Street
City

____________ tate_______
Zip_ __

RESIST

324 Somerville Ave.
Somerville, Mass. 02143

